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Abstract: Previous research has underlined, normally from a firm-level perspective, the importance 

of entrepreneurial orientation in explaining objective entrepreneurial success. Nevertheless, its 

impact on the perception of entrepreneurs with respect to what entrepreneurial success means to 

them remains underexplored. Based on a sample of manager-owners of small companies, and 

contemplating entrepreneurial orientation as an individual concept, we used a time-lagged design 

with two data-collection points to explain the effect of innovative orientation (IO), risk-taking 

orientation (RTO) and proactive orientation (PO) on the subjective success of entrepreneurs. Our 

results show that only one dimension of entrepreneurial orientation, proactive orientation, is 

associated with entrepreneurs’ satisfaction with their activity, life, organization and the growth of 

the company. 
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1. Introduction 

An entrepreneur is a person who has started or owns a business [1]; they are an individual with 

a special gift for recognising opportunities and an ability to mobilise external, human and financial 

resources to take advantage of those opportunities [2]. The ability to interpret situations and events 

differently and to recognise opportunities, as well as an entrepreneurial orientation, are some of the 

characteristics that define a successful entrepreneur. 

The entrepreneurial orientation has often been considered a firm-level characteristic [3] 

However, its measurement is usually based on self-reports by individuals, mostly owners [4,5]. This 

has led some authors to advocate the use of the entrepreneurial orientation as an individual-level 

concept, especially in the context of the firm’s first owner-managers of small businesses [6]. Their 

argument is based on the fact that the values and behaviour of first owner-managers of small 

organizations are strongly integrated into the strategic orientation of the company. As leaders of the 

organisation, the first owner-managers of small enterprises exert a critical influence on their 

companies’ activities and processes [6]. We consider entrepreneurial orientation as an individual 

level concept of the firm’s owner-manager. Thus, the entrepreneurial orientation refers the firm’ 

entrepreneurial strategy-making processes, and it characterizes the extent to which the owner-

managers are inclined to be innovative, risk-taking and proactive [6]. Although there are more and 

more authors who defend the fact that entrepreneurial orientation can be translated to individual 

level [5,7], it remains unclear how entrepreneurial orientation at individual level relate to 

entrepreneurial success [3]. 

Prior studies argued that firms with a strong entrepreneurial orientation will be more successful 

than companies with a lower entrepreneurial orientation. This argument is based on the idea that 

entrepreneurial orientation is a potential source of competitive advantage [5]. Most of the these works 
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have used financial indicators such as growth of the business, profitability or share price to measure 

the firm’s success [1,8]. Nevertheless, in the last 10 years, this measurement of success has been 

questioned as it does not take into consideration the entrepreneur’s perception of what the firm’s 

success means to them [9–12]. In the opinion of Lian and Yen [13], compared to the studies that use 

financial indicators or hard measurements, in the literature, there is an evident lack of research that 

uses subjective measurements or soft measurements. According to Cooper and Artz [14], satisfaction 

is clearly a key measure of success for the entrepreneur. For Lian and Yen [13], the best measure of a 

firm’s success is the entrepreneur’s degree of satisfaction. The discrepancy theory [15] approach we 

used in this investigation states that individuals’ satisfaction is determined by whether there is a gap 

between actual performance and the individual’s expectations [14]. 

We used subjective measurements of success in our paper. Specifically, we used four 

measurements of the entrepreneur’s satisfaction: satisfaction with the entrepreneurial activity (SEA), 

satisfaction with life (SL), satisfaction with the organization (SO) and satisfaction with the growth of 

the firm (SG). Each of these four measures describes the satisfaction that individuals may or may not 

experience within a very specific domain. 

In prior research on the relation between entrepreneurial orientation (from an individual-level 

perspective) and the entrepreneur’s success, some authors have used global entrepreneurial 

orientation measures, contemplating it as a single construct comprised of the sum of various 

dimensions or factors [16]. Others, however, have argued that each of the dimensions of the 

entrepreneurial orientation could have a different influence in the explanation of entrepreneurs’ 

satisfaction [13,17]. According to Casillas et al. [18], the literature on entrepreneurial orientation 

should conduct a more in-depth study on how and to what degree each of the different dimensions 

of entrepreneurial orientation influence, separately, the entrepreneur’s success. 

In small enterprises, consideration of entrepreneurial orientation includes the need to take into 

account the individual behaviour of first owner-manager. This is required to provide an idea of the 

existing relations between the individual’s behaviour and the satisfaction that they experience. It 

could also allow us to understand how each of the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation may 

contribute to the explanation of each of the dimensions of entrepreneurial satisfaction. Thus, the main 

objective of this study was to examine how the entrepreneurial orientation influences the levels of 

satisfaction for first owner-managers. Specifically, we are interested in knowing the extent to which 

the inclination of the first owner-manager to be innovative, risk-taking or proactive helps explain 

their satisfaction with the entrepreneurial activity (SEA), life (SL), the organisation (SO) and the 

growth of the firm (SG). Studying these relationships can be interesting for both entrepreneurs and 

policy-makers, because the future of the company can depend on these. This is due to the fact that 

the most satisfied entrepreneurs work more efficiently and maintain closer relations with different 

stakeholders, which would make them more likely to continue the business instead of closing it [14]. 

Our study contributes to a better understanding of the relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and the entrepreneur’s satisfaction, on which there are very few studies published [19], 

in several directions. On the one hand, we expand our limited understanding on entrepreneurial 

satisfaction. Instead of using a single measure for the overall satisfaction of first owner-managers, we 

used four different types of satisfaction: satisfaction with the entrepreneurial activity, life, the 

organization and the growth of the firm. This differentiation is relevant since there are different 

dimensions of satisfaction [13,20]. Carree and Verheul [21] suggested that the sum of the different 

dimensions of satisfaction might not be equivalent to a global measure of satisfaction. On the other 

hand, this study expands our limited understanding of the aspects of the individual’s entrepreneurial 

orientation that influence their satisfaction. In this regard, this study expands on the research on the 

relation between entrepreneurial orientation (from an individual-level perspective) and entrepreneur 

satisfaction (subjective success) by testing different models that jointly consider the dimensions of 

both constructs. In each of these models, the influence of other variables (individual-specific and 

venture-specific) is also tested. In previous studies, these variables have been linked to job satisfaction 

or life satisfaction [13]. However, we do not know of any previous work that has investigated its 

relationship of the first owner-manager’s satisfaction with their company’s organisation or growth. 
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Therefore, our work also contributes to increasing the empirical evidence on whether gender, age, 

education, family situation, activity sector or time devoted to the business have a similar and 

significant influence on the explanation of each of the dimensions of satisfaction studied here. In 

addition, this work provides an insight into discrepancy theory by considering its application in a 

sample of first owner-managers and not in a sample of employees, which is the usual. Lastly, we used 

a time-lagged design, which allowed us to overcome some of the limitations of the cross-sectional 

studies used by most of the prior studies. 

The background literature and hypotheses, research method, data analysis, results, discussions, 

robustness analysis and conclusions and further developments are presented in sequence in the 

following sections of this paper. 

2. Background Literature and Hypotheses 

2.1. Entrepreneur’s Subjective Success 

In recent years, several authors have defended that a firm’s success must be measured using 

subjective measures, that take into account the entrepreneur’s perception of what the firm’s success 

means for him [9]. Entrepreneurial success is a complex phenomenon that includes financial and non-

financial aspects [22,23]. The diversity of aspects that entrepreneurs value and try to achieve are not 

only of an economic type [11], related to increasing the value of the company and/or seeking to 

decrease financial risks to prevent and avoid bankruptcy [24] For Lian and Yen [13], the best measure 

of a firm’s success is the entrepreneur’s degree of satisfaction. According to Carree and Verheul [21], 

satisfaction can be seen as the key factor for measuring subjective entrepreneurial success. 

The self-determination theory [19,25] states that individuals’ subjective wellbeing and 

satisfaction results from the fulfilment of three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence and 

relatedness. On the other hand, the discrepancy theory [15] suggests that a person’s satisfaction 

comes from what they feel is important rather than the fulfilment or non-fulfilment of their needs. 

The discrepancy theory proposes that satisfaction experienced by the entrepreneur is related to a 

cognitive comparison process. That is, satisfaction is determined by some type of perceived gap 

between what the entrepreneur has now and what they wanted to have [14]. In previous research, 

the most studied perceived gap in relation to entrepreneurs is that between expectations (the 

expected situation) and the current situation (what actually happens) [14,21,23,26]. This is the criteria 

that we adopted in our paper. 

According to Powell and Eddleston [27], the entrepreneur’s global satisfaction is a 

multidimensional construct that has two essential components: job satisfaction and life satisfaction. 

For Dej [28], to these two components, which are related to the personal development and personal 

goals of the entrepreneur, we should add other components, also subjective, related to satisfaction 

with the income and finances of the firm. According to Dijkhuizen et al. [20], indicators that measure 

satisfaction with the organisation and with its more economic/financial aspects should be included. 

These four components were taken in this study. Our work used satisfaction with the entrepreneurial 

activity (job satisfaction), with life, with the organisation and with the growth of the firm to measure 

subjective entrepreneurial success [22]. Satisfaction was defined in our paper as the evaluation by the 

entrepreneur, according to his own criteria, of his entrepreneurial activity, his life, his organisation 

or its growth [13,29]. 

2.2. Innovative Orientation and Entrepreneurial Satisfaction 

An innovative orientation implies the individual’s willingness to create and develop new ideas, 

experimenting and trying to develop new products, services or new technologies [30,31]. Innovative 

orientation not only implies creating new ideas, it also implies the implementation of new ideas [32]. 

Most previous studies have linked innovation with pecuniary outcomes [33,34]. However, more 

and more authors are defending the link between the owner-manager’s entrepreneurial orientation 

and the increase in non-pecuniary benefits in the form of satisfaction [19,21]. Some authors have 

shown, as evidenced by Huhtala and Diehl [35] in their literature review, that there is a negative 
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relationship between innovation and job satisfaction. This relationship is linked to the stress 

generated by innovation processes. Being innovative often means following a complex, non-linear 

route, with uncertain results. In addition, it means having to struggle with those who are against the 

idea, convincing those involved in the innovation process to not hinder the change, or facing conflicts 

with stakeholders [36]. However, some authors suggest that the tensions associated with the 

innovation process could be significantly reduced if the process is properly organised [19]. In this 

case the positive emotions experienced by the owner-managers in initiating “creative construction” 

processes and/or implementing new ideas in their businesses tend to be much greater than the 

negative emotions (related to stress created by innovative processes). As a result, these authors argue 

that there is a positive relationship between innovation and job satisfaction [37,38]. 

Given that innovation involves the implementation of ideas and processes that are useful and 

beneficial to the organisation and its management [31], the entrepreneur will experience personal 

satisfaction in creating an organisation that operates efficiently, that is worried about workers’ 

satisfaction and health. In addition, they will experience personal satisfaction when providing their 

customers with innovative products and services [39], which will probably be the basis of the 

company’s growth. In the words of Wickstrøm et al. [19], this satisfaction extends from the domain 

of work to social relationships (family, friends, society, etc.), which will probably lead to an 

improvement in the perception of their life satisfaction [19,40–42]. Thus, although these relationships 

have not been tested in samples of entrepreneurs, based on the above arguments, we hypothesise as 

follows: 

H1a: The entrepreneur’s innovative orientation positively influences satisfaction with their 

entrepreneurial activity. 

H1b: The entrepreneur’s innovative orientation positively influences their satisfaction with 

life. 

H1c: The entrepreneur’s innovative orientation positively influences their satisfaction with the 

organisation. 

H1d: The entrepreneur’s innovative orientation positively influences their satisfaction with 

their company’s growth. 

2.3. Risk-Taking Orientation and Entrepreneurial Satisfaction 

Risk-taking orientation refers to the tendency of the entrepreneur to make decisions that entail 

compromising the firm’s resources by taking calculated risks [43]. Although taking calculated risks 

means reducing the chances of error, the entrepreneur cannot avoid having to constantly take on 

risks and challenges, in view of the prevailing uncertainty in the environment in which they develop 

their activity. Continually taking risks will cause a certain degree of tension and stress for the 

entrepreneur [8]. However, a positive orientation toward risk taking can help them take on these 

inevitable challenges and risks [5] and therefore decrease stress and increase their satisfaction with 

their own decision making. 

According to Knight [44], the risk-taking orientation leads entrepreneurs to make correct 

decisions because they are able to assess the probability of success associated with their decisions, 

even under conditions of uncertainty. Tetrick et al. [45] showed that owner-managers experienced 

less emotional exhaustion than managers who were not owners. Andersson [46] found that owner-

managers were less likely to perceive their work as mentally stressful. For some authors, risk-taking 

is a key factor in entrepreneurial orientation and could influence both entrepreneurs’ decisions as 

well as their perception of success [47,48]. Carree and Verheul [21] and Sriprasert [17] have shown 

that risk-taking orientation could have a direct effect on both the entrepreneur’s job satisfaction and 

life satisfaction. Lian and Yen [13] found a positive relationship between risk-taking orientation and 

the satisfaction of entrepreneurs online. 

Previous research has shown that there is a positive relationship between owner-managers’ risk-

taking orientation and the growth in a company’s sales and/or assets [49,50]. However, the 

relationship between owner-managers’ risk-taking orientation and satisfaction with the growth of 

their company has never been studied. Owner-managers tend to focus on long-term objectives and 
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are not very concerned by the rapid and balanced growth of their companies. Growing usually means 

compromising the company’s resources, even those of the owner-manager and their family [51]. For 

this reason, the owner-manager takes calculated risks aimed at achieving sustainable growth, based 

on financial stability and the conservation of the company’s wealth [52,53]. Therefore, the risk-taking 

orientation could influence the owner-manager’s decisions on the growth of their company and 

therefore their satisfaction with it [47,48]. As well as conditioning the size of the company, the owner-

manager’s greater or lesser disposition to taking calculated risks could also influence the definition 

of the organisation chart, the formulation of strategies, policies and organisational practices or the 

work environment. These variables could explain both the type of organisation as well as the owner-

manager’s satisfaction with it [47,48,54]. Thus, although there are hardly any studies that looked at 

the relationship between the entrepreneur’s risk-taking orientation and satisfaction with their 

entrepreneurial activity; and/or life satisfaction; and although we do not know of any studies that 

look at the relationship between the entrepreneur’s risk-taking orientation and their satisfaction with 

the organisation and/or their company’s growth, we make the following hypotheses based on the 

above arguments. 

H2a: The entrepreneur’s risk-taking orientation positively influences satisfaction with their 

entrepreneurial activity. 

H2b: The entrepreneur’s risk-taking orientation positively influences their satisfaction with life. 

H2c: The entrepreneur’s risk-taking orientation positively influences their satisfaction with the 

organisation. 

H2d: The entrepreneur’s risk-taking orientation positively influences their satisfaction with their 

company’s growth. 

2.4. Proactive Orientation and Entrepreneurial Satisfaction 

Proactive orientation is the individual’ ability to anticipate changes or market needs; the ability 

to act before changes take place, instead of waiting for them to take place and then reacting. Proactive 

orientation is a feature of those entrepreneurs that seek to become leaders in their market, exploring 

opportunities and anticipating future demand, developing new products or services ahead of their 

competitors [55]. Proactive orientation leads entrepreneurs to continuously try to improve, to search 

for different alternatives to achieve their objectives, to evaluate opportunities and threats in the 

environment and predict the possible results of their decisions [56]. 

The relationship between proactive orientation and satisfaction has been studied in samples of 

workers: Siebert et al. [57] showed that proactive orientation was positively related to life satisfaction. 

Erdogan and Bauer [58] showed that proactive orientation was positively related to job satisfaction. 

Although it is clear that there are differences between the entrepreneur and self-employed people 

(entrepreneurs work in a company that they have created, put in place strategies that they have 

designed themselves, the company’s profits are their property), the former’s greater commitment to 

the organisation suggests that these results could be maintained for samples of entrepreneurs [17]. 

On the other hand, previous research has suggested that proactive orientation could positively 

influences the owner-manager’s satisfaction with their decisions and with the different domains 

affected by such decisions (work, life, organisation, company’s growth) [57]. This relationship is 

based on the idea that a choice based on analytical decision making patterns is more likely to be good 

and, therefore, increases the chances of achieving the desired result [59]. In turn, it is expected that 

the achievement of objectives increases the entrepreneur’s satisfaction, provided that those objectives 

are the ones pursued [60]. Thus, although hardly any studies have investigated the relationship 

between proactive orientation and entrepreneur’s satisfaction [61], based on the above arguments, 

we hypothesize as follows: 

H3a: The entrepreneur’s proactive orientation positively influences satisfaction with their 

entrepreneurial activity. 

H3b: The entrepreneur’s proactive orientation positively influences their satisfaction with life. 
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H3c: The entrepreneur’s proactive orientation positively influences their satisfaction with the 

organisation. 

H3d: The entrepreneur’s proactive orientation positively influences their satisfaction with their 

company’s growth. 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1. Sample and Procedure 

The participants were entrepreneurs, first owners-managers of a Spanish private firm, which 

was active in 2017, was over 4 years-old and employed more than 10 and less than 50 staff members. 

It is possible that the importance of the first owner-manager in the company’s entrepreneurial 

orientation depends on its size. As the company grows, the influence of the first owner-manager 

becomes less critical and the organisational structure and middle managers gain more importance in 

the determination of the company’s entrepreneurial orientation [5]. For this reason, our work focused 

on businesses with fewer than 50 employees, where the influence of the first owner-manager is 

critical. While business routines experience some degree of stabilisation after 4 years of experience 

managing a company, uncertainties about the changes that are needed in the organisation, the 

company’s growth and life-family conflicts do not go away. However, 4 years is a long enough time 

for the entrepreneurs, based on the events of that period, to assess their satisfaction with their 

entrepreneurial activity, life, organisation and company growth in accordance with their own criteria. 

Using an online questionnaire, the entrepreneurs (first owner managers) were surveyed in 2017 and 

again in 2018. Past research has shown that online questionnaires are as valid and reliable as 

traditional paper-and pencil questionnaires [62,63]. 

The sample needed for this study, calculated with the help of G* Power v.3.1.9.2 software [64], 

taking into consideration a size effect (f2) of 0.15 [65] and an error level (α) of 0.05, was 131 

observations. The entrepreneurs (655) were selected randomly from the database managed by the 

Family Business Institute [66]. This database contains 113,546 small family firms of which 53.6% 

(60,860 firms) are in the first generation. It is estimated that 90% of these companies are managed by 

the first owner. The 655 entrepreneurs represent 5 times the number of minimum necessary 

observations. It was decided that 655 first owner managers would be chosen as we were aware of 

entrepreneurs’ low response rate in research of this kind. All participants were confidential and 

volunteers. In the fourth quarter of 2017 (T1), we gathered data on entrepreneurial orientation. In the 

fourth quarter of 2018 (T2), we gathered data on satisfaction. In order to maximise the response rate, 

both in T1 and in T2 we sent two reminder emails: the first a week after the email containing the 

survey and the second one two weeks later. Although one year lag was chosen basically for practical 

reasons, to avoid significant experimental mortality, it was deemed appropriate based on previous 

studies indicating that entrepreneurial orientation tends to remain stable over time [67]. However, 

major changes, for example changes in the company’s ownership, growth strategy, family 

relationships or other major organisational events (e.g., restructuring) could influence 

entrepreneurial orientation. For this reason, using a short questionnaire of 5 items (e.g., “Have you 

changed your % of the company’s ownership?”), we checked if the participants’ working conditions 

had undergone any major changes in 2018 compared to 2017. Everyone surveyed answered each and 

every item negatively. 

Of the 655 online questionnaires sent in 2017, 206 participants returned usable questionnaires 

(response rate = 31.45%). In October 2018 (T2), we contacted these 206 individuals again and asked 

them to fill in a computer-administered questionnaire to measure satisfaction. 200 questionnaires 

were returned (97%) but 6 had to be discarded as they were incomplete. The final sample comprised 

194 individuals, indicating a reliability sample power of 95.68%. 

Our sample size is very similar to that used in previous works that have linked the 

entrepreneurial orientation with the entrepreneur’s success: Lumpkin and Dess [68], 124 responders; 

Lechner and Gudmundsson [69], 117 responders; Shan et al. [34], 153 responders; Martens et al. [70], 

100 responders. The comparison of the features of the final sample (194 individuals) with the group 
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of individuals that were lost (12 individuals) showed that there were no significant differences 

between them. 

The final sample was comprised of entrepreneurs whose firms worked in different sectors of the 

economy: agriculture (7.7%), industry (8.8%), construction (8.2%) and services (75.3%). The 

proportion of firms in each sector is very similar to the distribution of firms in the sectors of the 

Spanish economy [71]. The average number of employees of each firm was 23.90 (SD = 13.24; range 

10–50 employees). 73.2% of the participants in the study are men; 54.1% hold degrees, 38.7% 

completed secondary studies and 7.2% primary studies; 90.2% of the individuals in the sample live 

with their significant other, compared to 9.8% who do not live with their significant other. 

Respondents, on average, were 49.39 years old (SD = 9.30, range 25 to 73 years), had 17.70 years of 

experience in their current workplace (SD = 10.14; range 4 to 45 years), had 1.31 children (SD = 0.96; 

range 0 to 3 children) and worked 49.47 h/week (SD = 9.33; range 23 to 72 h/week). 

3.2. Measures 

This study included three dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (innovative orientation, 

risk-taking orientation and proactive orientation) and four of entrepreneurial satisfaction (satisfaction 

with the entrepreneurial activity, satisfaction with life, satisfaction with the organization and 

satisfaction with the growth of the firm). Entrepreneurial orientation was measured using an 

adaptation of the items proposed by Shan et al. [34]: three items to measure innovative orientation 

(e.g., “In my company, I constantly look for ways to do things differently.”)¸ three for risk-taking 

orientation (e.g., “The capacity to assume risks is one of my personality traits.”); and three for 

proactive orientation (e.g., “In my company, I always try to take the initiative in any situation.”). 

Respondents, using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 “totally disagree” to 5 “totally agree” had to 

choose to what extent the item defined the characteristics of their entrepreneurial orientation. 

Cronbach’s alpha for each of the scales was: 0.75 for risk-taking orientation, 0.72 for innovative 

orientation and 0.75 for proactive orientation. 

We used measures of a single item to evaluate satisfaction with the entrepreneurial activity 

(“Compared to my expectations, right now, I am satisfied with my entrepreneurial activity”), life 

(“Compared to my expectations, right now, I am satisfied with my life”), the organization 

(“Compared to my expectations, right now, I am satisfied with my organisation”) and the growth of 

the firm (“Compared to my expectations, right now, I am satisfied with my firm’s growth”). Answer 

categories range from (1) ‘‘totally disagree” to (5) ‘‘totally agree”. Boes et al. [72], Carree and Verheul 

[21] or Kibler et al. [73] defended that it is better to measure satisfaction with a single item than to use 

a combination of items. The dimensions of satisfaction that were used try to capture the degree to 

which entrepreneurs believe that the current situation matches what they initially expected. The 

items used in the study were adapted based on those proposed by Carree and Verheul [21] and Lian 

and Yen [13]. 

Excluding the sociodemographic variables, our questionnaire consists of 13 items. It is a 

“pragmatic” questionnaire for “real” entrepreneurs, which tries to avoid any rejection of 

participating respondents [74]. A bilingual entrepreneur (fluent in Spanish and English) translated 

the items of the questionnaire into Spanish, after which two other bilingual Spanish entrepreneurs 

translated the Spanish version back into English. After this, five bilingual Spanish entrepreneurs 

filled out the questionnaires. The entrepreneurs were then asked to compare the Spanish translation 

with the English translation and they concluded that the reverse-translation was sufficiently similar 

to the original items. 

3.3. Control Variables 

Based on the previous literature on entrepreneur’s satisfaction [13,20,21], the control variables 

considered were: gender (G) (1 = man; 2 = woman), education (E) (1 = primary studies; 2 = secondary 

studies; 3 = degree), age of the entrepreneur (A), life-partner(LP) (with (1) or without (2) a significant 

other), number of children (CH), years of experience in their current workplace (ECJ), activity sector 

(AS) (1 = Agriculture; 2 = Industry; 3 = Construction; 4 = Services) and hours worked weekly (HWW). 
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3.4. Data Analysis 

In order to determine the role that innovative, risk-taking and proactive orientation play in 

explaining the entrepreneur’s satisfaction with their entrepreneurial activity, life, organisation and 

the growth of their company, we used four models of hierarchical linear regression. In all models, the 

independent variables were innovative orientation, risk-taking orientation and proactive orientation. 

In model 1, the dependent variable was satisfaction with the entrepreneurial activity; in model 2 was 

satisfaction with life; in model 3 was satisfaction with the organisation; and in model 4 was 

satisfaction with the growth of the firm. In each of the models, we first added the control variables 

and then the independent variables. The validity of each model was evaluated according to R2, 

adjusted R2 and F test of statistical significance. 

4. Results and Discussion 

Table 1 shows the average value, the standard deviation and the intercorrelations between the 

variables included in the study. The results confirmed the discriminant validity as all of the 

correlations are under 0.61, below the 0.85 threshold established by several authors as the critical 

point [75]. The gender-age, education-age and experience-education correlations were negative and 

statistically significant. These results support those shown by the GEM Spain 2019 report [76] and 

indicate that the older the entrepreneurs, the lower the percentage of women and the lower the 

education level attained. On the other hand, the higher an entrepreneur’s education level, the less 

professional experience they have in their current job. The results show that the correlations between 

the four measures used to assess entrepreneur satisfaction are positive and statistically significant. 

The same occurs with the correlations between the factors of entrepreneurial orientation. 

Furthermore, the results showed that the correlations between innovative orientation and each of the 

dimensions of entrepreneur satisfaction are positive and statistically significant. The same occurs 

with the correlations between proactive orientation and the 4 dimensions of entrepreneur 

satisfaction. However, the risk-taking orientation only showed a positive and statistically significant 

correlation with satisfaction with growth. 

.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations. 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. G 1,27 0,44 1.00                             

2. A 49,39 9,30 −0.20** 1.00                           

3. E 2,47 0,63 0.14* −0.18 * 1.00                         

4. LP 1,90 0,30 0.04 −0.06 0.00 1.00                       

5. CH 1,31 0,96 0.01 −0.06 −0.10 0.036 

** 

1.00                     

6. ECJ 17,70 10,14 −0.05 0.61 ** −0.25 

** 

−0.02 0.01 1.00                   

7. AS 3,51 0,95 0.02 0.01 0.07 −0.01 −0.03 0.14 * 1.00                 

8. HWW  49,47 9,33 −0.13 −0.09 −0.14 −0.08 −0.12 0.23 

** 

0.11 1.00               

9. IO 11,72 1,54 −0.06 −0.12 0.02 0.04 0.01 −0.15 

* 

0.12 0.06 (0.72)             

10. RTO 11,83 1,42 −0.06 0.01 −0.04 0.07 0.04 −0.04 0.06 0.10 0.41 

** 

(0.75)           

11. PO  11,03 1,67 0.05 0.01 −0.08 0.01 −0.02 −0.02 0.05 0.07 0.54 

** 

0.32 

** 

(0.75)         

12. SG 3,22 0,67 0.01 −0.11 0.10 0.13 0.05 −0.08 0.13 −0.15 

* 

0.25 

** 

0.19 

** 

0.27 

** 

1.00       

13. SL 3,91 0,64 0.02 −0.06 0.14 0.17 * 0.01 −0.11 0.09 −0.16 

* 

0.17 * 0.01 0.29 

** 

0.41 

** 

1.00     

14. SEA 3,93 0,72 −0.12 −0.01 0.00 0.11 0.13 −0.13 0.07 −0.06 0.25 

** 

0.10 0.27 

** 

0.37 

** 

0.54 

** 

1.00   
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15. SO 3,85 0,64 0.01 −0.05 0.01 0.11 −0.06 -0.08 0.16 * −0.11 0.39 

** 

0.11 0.25 

** 

0.46 

** 

0.43 

** 

0.51 

** 

1.00 

G: ender, A: age, E: education, LP: life-partner, CH: children, ECJ: experience in their current job, AS: activity sector, HWW: hours worked weekly, IO: innovative 

orientation, RTO: risk-taking orientation, PO: proactive orientation, SG: satisfaction with the growth, SL: satisfaction with life, SEA: satisfaction with the 

entrepreneurial activity, SO: satisfaction with the organization. Cronbach’s alpha for the scales are shown along the diagonal. ** Significant at p < 0.01, * significant 

at p < 0.05. 
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Table 2. Results of hierarchical linear regression models. 

 
Model 1 

Satisfaction with the 

Entrepreneurial Activity 

 Model 2 

Satisfaction with Life 

 Model 3 

Satisfaction with 

the Organization 

 Model 4 

Satisfaction with  

the Growth 

 ß t VIF  ß t VIF  ß t VIF  ß t VIF 

Step 1                

G −0.13 −1.73 1.14  −0.06 −0.88 1.14  −0.01 −0.21 1.14  −0.08 −1.18 1.14 

Ag 0.10 1.08 1.96  −0.04 −0.38 1.96  −0.04 −0.47 1.96  −0.19 * −1.99 1.96 

Ed 0.01 0.09 1.14  0.12 1.67 1.14  −0.05 −0.77 1.14  0.09 1.23 1.14 

LP 0.08 1.10 1.17  0.18 ** 2.54 1.17  0.13 1.88 1.17  0.10 1.41 1.17 

Ch 0.11 1.44 1.19  −0.05 −0.69 1.19  −0.14 −1.90 1.19  −0.01 −0.12 1.19 

ECJ −0.18 * −1.85 2.04  −0.03 −0.34 2.04  0.01 0.07 2.04  0.11 1.16 2.04 

AS 0.09 1.22 1.07  0.09 1.31 1.07  0.13 * 1.97 1.07  0.11 1.54 1.07 

HWW −0.03 −0.41 1.27  −0.16 * −2.11 1.27  −0.17 ** −2.27 1.27  −0.23 ** −2.99 1.27 

Step 2                

IO 0.12 1.35 1.63  0.01 0.13 1.63  0.07 0.93 1.48  0.08 0.95 1.63 

RTO  −0.05 −0.60 1.25  −0.10 −1.34 1.25  −0.06 −0.81 1.25  0.10 1.30 1.25 

PO 0.22 ** 2.69 1.48  0.33 *** 4.10 1.48  0.36 *** 4.25 1.63  0.22 ** 2.65 1.48 

R2 0.16    0.19    0.23    0.19   

Adjusted R2 0.11    0.14    0.18    0.14   

F Value 5.80 **    7.56 ***    10.66 ***    7.26 ***   

G: ender, A: age, E: education, LP: life-partner, CH: children, ECJ: experience in their current job, AS: activity sector, HWW: hours worked weekly, IO: innovative 

orientation, RTO: risk-taking orientation, PO: proactive orientation, SG: satisfaction with the growth, SL: satisfaction with life, SEA: satisfaction with the 

entrepreneurial activity, SO: satisfaction with the organization, t: t-value; VIF: variance inflation factor, *** Significant at p < 0.001, ** significant at p < 0.01, * significant 

at p < 0.05. Significant p values (p < 0.05) were bolded for facilitating their identification. 
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The Beta coefficients of the regression analysis for each of the hierarchical regression models, as 

well as their corresponding standard errors, are displayed in Table 2. Much as in the rest of analysed 

models, the Durbin–Watson statistics showed that the serial correlation of residuals takes values that 

are within the acceptance range (1.5 and 2.5). This means that there is no auto-correlation problem in 

the data. In all cases, the variance inflation factor (VIF) values remained below the recommended 

maximum value, which is around 5. This means that there is no multi-collinearity problem in the 

regression models used for this study 

The R2 value of each of the models showed values above 0.16, and the adjusted R2 was above 

0.10. Considering that we are working with variables that attempt to measure human behaviour, the 

resultant R2 values are considered acceptable for this research area [77]. The values of the coefficient 

of determination (R2) of our models are similar to those shown in previous studies that have 

measured entrepreneurs’ subjective success [13,20,21]. We should also consider that R2 provides an 

estimate of the strength of the relationship between the predictor variables and the dependent 

variable, but does not provide a formal hypothesis test for this relationship. The test that determines 

whether this relationship is statistically significant is the F test of statistical significance. In the four 

models analysed, the F value was significant (p < 0.01 for model 1 and p < 0.001 for models 2, 3 and 

4). 

Hypothesis H1, H2 and H3 propose that innovative orientation, risk-taking orientation and 

proactive orientation positively influence entrepreneur’s satisfaction with their entrepreneurial 

activity, life, organisation and the growth of the company. Nevertheless, the results show that 

independently of the control variables, proactive orientation is the only dimension of entrepreneurial 

orientation that had any explanatory power on the entrepreneur’s satisfaction with the 

entrepreneurial activity, life, the organisation and the growth of the firm. 

Our findings show that innovative orientation, risk-taking orientation and proactive orientation 

do not have the same influence on the entrepreneurial satisfaction explanation. These findings 

support those found in previous research, in which entrepreneurial orientation has been referred to 

as an individual level concept [13,17]. According to our results, hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c, H1d, H2a, 

H2b, H2c and H2d were rejected. Specifically, our results show that innovative orientation and risk-

taking orientation did not have a significant influence on the explanation of any of the dimensions of 

entrepreneur satisfaction used in the analysis. These results suggest that the previous findings, which 

showed significant relations between the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and the firm’s 

objective success [5,78,79], cannot be used to satisfactorily explain subjective success, entrepreneurial 

satisfaction. The most reasonable explanation for this fact could be found in that objective success, 

frequently measured using financial measures, and subjective success, although complementary, are 

two different concepts. Subjective success tries to find the degree to which the entrepreneur’s 

expectations and his current situation match up. Objective success measures the current situation, or 

in any case the evolution of the observed variable (objective) between two moments in time [24]. 

Company sales may have undergone a strong growth in recent years, and be above the average 

growth values of companies in that sector. In spite of these values, entrepreneurial satisfaction with 

the growth may be low if he perceives that his expectations have not been met. On the other hand, 

the entrepreneur may perceive that this growth was achieved by working many more hours than he 

had planned and renouncing a large part of the time dedicated to family or leisure, which could lead 

him to show low satisfaction with his life. 

The only dimension of entrepreneurial orientation that was significant in the explanation of 

entrepreneurial satisfaction was proactive orientation. Therefore, our results confirm hypotheses 

H3a, H3b, H3c and H3d, which propose that an entrepreneur’s proactive orientation positively 

influences satisfaction with their entrepreneurial activity, with life, with organisation and with the 

growth of their company. In the business context, proactive orientation refers to the entrepreneurial 

spirit of being a leader, and the intention to make use of the new opportunities arising in the market; 

to introduce new products and brands before the competition does; to eliminate products or activities 

that are “mature” or that are at the end of their life cycle [69]. The explanation of why proactive 

orientation is the dimension of entrepreneurial orientation that affects entrepreneurial satisfaction 
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could be found in the characteristics of proactive individuals: (a) they enjoy being active and they do 

not stagnate in routines, rather they seek new challenges as an outlet for their energy; (b) they are 

aware of their capabilities and limitations (self-knowledge); (c) they plan and think for the medium 

and long-term, trying to anticipate future needs and problems; (d) they do not get carried away by 

emotions and they know how to manage stressful situations; (e) they are constant, disciplined, 

persuasive, sociable, flexible and they know how to learn from critiques [80]. These characteristics 

that define proactive people could explain the autoregulation of expectations and its contribution to 

the improvement of entrepreneurial satisfaction. 

The results also show certain interesting effects of the control variables. Firstly, the hours of work 

per week showed a negative relation with satisfaction with life, the organisation and the growth of 

the firm. Long working hours to the venture limit the number of hours available for other (leisure) 

activities. High time investments in the business may also come at the expense of the family situation 

as it often leads to higher levels of work-family conflict [81]. Thus, our result could be related to an 

imbalance between the effort made and the expectations. The years directing the firm were negatively 

associated with the satisfaction with the entrepreneurial activity. These results are in line with those 

obtained by Carree and Verheul [21]. The explanation of this result could be both in the accumulation 

of the psychological load product of the passing of the years and in the change in relative importance 

given to the entrepreneurial activity with the passing of time. 

Two other control variables that were related to entrepreneurial satisfaction were a life-partner 

and age. The first was positively associated with life satisfaction. This finding is probably related to 

the support that the entrepreneur has in his significant other and which helps to reduce his stress 

levels [21]. Age was negatively associated with satisfaction with growth. This result is in line with 

those who defend that as age increases entrepreneurs are less willing to take on risks and the higher 

dedication entailed by entering new markets or creating new products [82,83]. The variable sector 

was found to be significant in the explanation of organisational satisfaction. This result is in line with 

those obtained by Carree and Verheul [21] and Hosseini and Eskandari [78]. Education and gender 

had no explanatory power on any of the dependent variables considered in the study. Prior research 

has found contradictory results regarding the relation between these two variables and 

entrepreneurial satisfaction [13,21,78]. 

5. Robustness Analysis 

In models 1 to 4, we used satisfaction with entrepreneurial activity, satisfaction with life, 

satisfaction with the organization and satisfaction with the growth of the firm as measures of 

entrepreneurial subjective success. In all these models, the independent variables were the three 

dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation. In all models, our results show a positive relation between 

proactive orientation and subjective success. Our findings show that the relation between the 

dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and subjective success (entrepreneur’s satisfaction) is 

stable and does not depend on how we measure the latter. These data support the robustness and 

credibility of our results. 

6. Conclusions, Further Developments and Implications 

To date, there are very few studies published that set out to study how the dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation affect the entrepreneur’s subjective success, more specifically, his 

satisfaction. Our results show that socio-demographic variables influence each of the four dimensions 

of entrepreneur satisfaction considered in our study in a different way. Hours worked weekly is the 

socio-demographic variable that most contributes to the explanation of entrepreneur satisfaction, 

since it negatively influences their satisfaction with life, with organisation and with the growth of 

their company. On the other hand, our results indicate that the findings of the traditional research, 

which studied the relations between the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (independent 

variables) and corporate performance (dependent variable), do not fully apply when the dependent 

variable is the entrepreneur’s satisfaction (subjective success). Moreover, the findings from this study 

provided empirical evidence that proves that within the framework of small enterprises, there is a 
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positive association between entrepreneur’s proactive orientation and their satisfaction. However, 

innovative orientation and risk-taking orientation did not help to explain any of the 4 dimensions of 

entrepreneur satisfaction considered in the present study. 

This study sought to take one step further towards global understanding of the influence that 

entrepreneurial orientation has on entrepreneurial satisfaction. Two aspects of this study set it apart 

from most of those performed until now. Firstly, it used four dimensions of satisfaction to measure 

subjective success. Secondly, it used a time lagged design with two data-collection points. 

Entrepreneurial orientation was measured one year before measuring entrepreneurial satisfaction. 

Although the use of a time-lagged design did not permit to draw conclusions about cause–effect 

relationships among the study variables, it let us to test the hypothesized relationship in a more 

rigorous manner [84]. The amount of time that passed between measuring entrepreneurial 

orientation and satisfaction was explicitly included in the design of the analysis, in order to create a 

separation in time, context and psychology and to minimize the potential effects of common variance 

error. 

This study, as all studies, has several limitations that are worth noting. Firstly, we used a sample 

of entrepreneurs from a single country. It would be interesting to carry out similar research in other 

countries to determine whether our findings are replicated in different cultural environments [19]. 

Secondly, contextual factors such as politics, economics or tax or labour regulations or social factors, 

that could influence both entrepreneurial orientation and the entrepreneur’s subjective success, were 

not taken into account in this research. Future research could take these factors into consideration. 

Thirdly, the reason the firm was created (by necessity, by choice or by opportunity), as well as the 

genesis of the firm that is being managed (new-creation firm, purchase of an existing firm, successor 

of a family firm) could affect entrepreneurial satisfaction. It would be interesting for future research 

to take into account these variables to further understand entrepreneurs’ subjective success. Finally, 

our research was based on a sample of first owner-managers who run small firms. It would be 

interesting to check if our results are mirrored in samples of successors [53] and/or in larger 

companies. 

Despite the limitations described, we believe that the results of this work have practical 

implications for entrepreneurs. Our results show that a key aspect of achieving greater subjective 

success is the entrepreneur’s proactive orientation. Learning from failures, breaking routine, enjoying 

challenges, being aware of strengths and weaknesses, conducting medium and long-term planning, 

managing stressful situations and being more flexible could help entrepreneurs increase the degree 

of satisfaction with their business, with their life and with their organisation. Our results could also 

be useful for policymakers. The most satisfied entrepreneurs work more efficiently and maintain 

closer relations with different stakeholders, which would make them more likely to continue the 

business instead of closing. For this reason, and given the importance of entrepreneurs in creating 

wealth and maintaining employment [85], public policies aimed at promoting entrepreneurship 

should not forget to provide support for the development of programmes that aim to improve the 

entrepreneurial orientation of current and/or future entrepreneurs. This competence would fall 

mainly on those responsible for education, who should favour the introduction of teaching systems 

that train young people to develop their proactive orientation. In addition, our results are also 

interesting for business mentors and consultants who aim to help entrepreneurs anticipate changes 

that will occur in the markets, assess opportunities and threats in the environment and make 

decisions with which they feel satisfied. Some examples of how to achieve greater proactivity include: 

involving the entrepreneur in proactive problem solving, using personal initiative, making ideals, 

proactive feedback seeking and group dynamics that teach them to get out of their comfort zone [86]. 
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